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REVI EW of a decision of the Court of Appeals. Reversed
and renmanded.

11 N. PATRI CK CROCKS, J. The Gty of Mequon (*“Mequon”)
seeks review of a published decision of the court of appeals,?
whi ch reversed and remanded a judgnent of the Circuit Court for
Ozaukee County, Joseph D. McCornmack, Judge. The court of appeals
held that, under Ws. Stat. § 236.13(1)(c) (1991-92)2 a |ocal
master plan is consistent wwth an official map only to the extent
the nmaster plan reflects issues enconpassed in the official map.

Accordingly, the court of appeals held that Mequon's Plan
Comm ssion (“Plan Conm ssion”) inproperly denied prelimnary plat

approval to Lake City Corporation (“Lake City”) on the grounds

! Lake Gty Corp. v. City of Mequon, 199 Ws. 2d 353, 544 N. W 2d
600 (Ct. App. 1996).

2 Section 236.13(1)(c) provides: “Approval of the prelimnary or
final plat shall be conditioned upon conpliance with . . . [a]ny
| ocal master plan which is consistent with any . . . official
map adopted under s. 62.23.7

Al future references are to the 1991-92 Statutes unl ess

ot herw se i ndi cat ed.
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that the plat conflicted with an elenent contained only in the
mast er plan. We conclude that, under 8§ 236.13(1)(c), a naster
plan is consistent with an official map if any conmon el enents
contained in both the master plan and official map are not
contradictory. We further conclude that a mnmaster plan is
consistent with an official map even if the master plan contains
additional elenents that the official map does not. W therefore
hold that a city plan comm ssion may rely on an el enent contai ned
solely in a naster plan to reject plat approval.? Thus, we
reverse the decision of the court of appeals.
l.

12 In 1977, Lake Gty purchased 59 acres of |and | ocated
in Mequon, Wsconsin.* In March 1984, Lake City petitioned
Mequon to rezone its property from RS-2 and RS-2(OH) zoning
classifications to RS-3(0GP), RS- 4( OGP) and C3 zoning
classifications. This proposed rezoning would allow Lake City to
construct duplex structures on approximtely 16 acres, and single
famly units on approximately 30 acres. Lake Cty could use the
remai ning 10 acres for commercial devel opnent. Mequon, by action
of its comon council, voted to rezone the property in

substantially this manner.>

% In this case, Mequon delegated its authority to review plats

for subdivisions to the Plan Comm ssion under Ws. Stat.
8§ 236.10(3). Accordingly, this case deals with the authority of
a city plan conm ssion to deny plat approval. However, our
holding simlarly applies to a nunicipality that has retained
pl at approval authority because it has not del egated such
authority or has not created a plan conm ssion. This is because
8§ 236.13(1)(c) applies generally to plat approval, regardl ess of
the entity authorized to review plats.
The property is on the north side of Wst Mequon Road, and

east of 76th Street (Wauwatosa Road).

® The city council rezoned the property as RS-3(0GP),

RS-4 (O&P), and C-2 classifications.
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13 In the summer of 1992, Mequon began the process of
conprehensively revising its master plan and zoni ng ordi nances,
due to growth in the city. According to Mequon, it had infornmed
the community of its new planning goals by 1993; therefore,
devel opers began submtting plans for dormant projects to the
Plan Commission in an attenpt to gain approval before Mequon
conpleted the revision of its master plan and zoni ng ordi nances.

14 It appears that Lake City was one such devel oper. Lake
Cty had taken no affirmative steps to develop its property since
1984, when Mequon had rezoned the property as requested.
However, on February 1, 1993, Lake Cty applied for prelimnary
pl at approval. The plat provided for 33 single famly
residential lots of no less than 30,000 square feet in the RS-3
area, and 18 lots consisting of 56 units in the multi-famly RS-4
area.® The plat conformed with existing zoning ordi nances.

15 The Plan Conmmission was originally scheduled to
consider Lake City's proposed plat for approval on March 15,
1993, but it tabled this matter until Mrch 29, 1993. On March
29, the Plan Conmmssion was also scheduled to consider a
resolution proposing to anend Mequon's |and wuse mp, or
conpr ehensi ve zoning plan, contained in Mequon's naster plan. If
adopted, the resolution would anend an area of the |and use map
which included Lake City's property, by limting such area to
residential uses of 1.5 acre mninmum|l ot size per dwelling unit.

16 On March 29, 1993, the Plan Conm ssion voted to adopt
this anendnent. The Plan Comm ssion then voted to deny Lake

Cty's request for prelimnary plat approval, because the

® Lake City did not propose to develop the C-2 area of the

property.
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proposed plat conflicted with the newly adopted anendnent to the
master plan. In particular, Lake Cty's plat proposed a total of
56 residential units, whereas the revised master plan allowed for
a maxi mum capacity of 37 residential units.’

17 Lake Gty comrenced this action on April 27, 1993,
pursuant to Ws. Stat. 8 236.13(5). The circuit court held that
under Ws. Stat. 88 62.23(2), 62.23(3)(b), and 236.13(1)(c), the
Pl an Comm ssion had authority to deny Lake Cty's application for
pl at approval based upon the newy enacted anendnent to the
master plan. The circuit court concluded that its interpretation
of these statutes was supported by the followng dicta in

Reynol ds v. Waukesha County Park & Planning Conmin, 109 Ws. 2d

56, 324 N.W2d 897 (Ct. App. 1982): “A 'local master plan’
denotes a plan adopted by a nunicipal plan conm ssion or the
governing body of a nunicipality. [Ctation omtted.] No such
pl an existed in the instant case. Had there been one, only [the
village of] Butler would have had authority to use it as a basis
for disapproval of the plat.” Id. at 63.

18 The court of appeals reversed. Relying primarily on

Gordi e Boucher Lincoln-Mercury Madison, Inc. v. Cty of Madison

Plan Commin, 178 Ws. 2d 74, 503 NW2d 265 (C. App.), review

deni ed, 508 N.W2d 421 (1993) (hereinafter *“Gordi e Boucher”), the

court concluded that Ws. Stat. 8 236.13(1)(c) authorizes a city
pl an conm ssion “to | ook towards master plans only to the limted
extent that the master plan reflects issues enconpassed in the

locality's official map.” Lake Gty Corp., 199 Ws. 2d at 360.

" On June 8, the city council passed a noratorium on new
devel opnent. In addition, the city council subsequently rezoned
the RS-3 and RS-4 areas of Lake City's property, consistent with
t he amendnent to the master plan.
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The court further determned that the legislative history of
8§ 236.13(1)(c) supported its decision, because it concluded that
the legislature nodified this statute in 1979 to “elimnate any
chance that a plan comm ssion could use its master plan in this
manner.” 1d. at 363.
.

19 The sole issue presented for review is whether Ws.
Stat. § 236.13(1)(c) authorizes a city plan conmm ssion to deny
pl at approval based solely upon an elenent contained in a master
pl an. Statutory interpretation is a question of |aw E.g.,

St ockbridge School Dist. v. Departnment of Pub. Instruction Sch.

Di st. Boundary Appeal Bd., 202 Ws. 2d 214, 219, 550 N.W2d 96

(1996); Jungbluth v. Honmetown, Inc., 201 Ws. 2d 320, 327, 548

N.W2d 519 (1996). This court reviews questions of |aw de novo,
wi thout giving deference to the decisions of the |ower courts.

E.g., Jungbluth, 201 Ws. 2d at 327; Hughes v. Chrysler Mdtors

Corp., 197 Ws. 2d 973, 978, 542 N.W2d 148 (1996).
10 The goal of statutory interpretation is to ascertain
and give effect to the intent of the |egislature. E. g.,

St ockbridge School Dist., 202 Ws. 2d at 219; Hughes, 197 Ws. 2d

at 978. To achieve this goal, we first resort to the plain

| anguage of the statute itself. E.g., Jungbluth, 201 Ws. 2d at

327; In re Kyle S-G, 194 Ws. 2d 365, 371, 533 N.W2d 794

(1995). In the absence of statutory definitions, this court
construes all words according to their comopn and approved usage,
which may be established by dictionary definitions. Swat ek v.

County of Dane, 192 Ws. 2d 47, 61, 531 N.W2d 45 (1995) (quoting

State v. Glbert, 115 Ws. 2d 371, 377-78, 340 N W2d 511, 514
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(1983)).8 In addition, it is a basic rule of statutory
construction that effect is to be given to every word of a
statute if possible, so that no portion of the statute is

rendered superfluous. County of Colunbia v. Bylewski, 94 Ws. 2d

153, 164, 288 N.W2d 129 (1980); State v. Wachsmuth, 73 Ws. 2d

318, 324, 243 N.W2d 410 (1976). It is also a fundanental rule
of statutory construction that any result that is absurd or

unr easonabl e nmust be avoi ded. E.g., Jungbluth, 201 Ws. 2d at

327 (citing G een Bay Redev. Auth. v. Bee Frank Inc., 120 Ws. 2d

402, 409, 355 N.W2d 240 (1984)).
11 If the neaning of a statute is clear from its
| anguage, we are prohibited from | ooking beyond such |anguage to

ascertain its meaning. Stockbridge School Dist., 202 Ws. 2d at

220 (quoting Jungbluth, 201 Ws. 2d at 327). However, if a
statute does not clearly set forth the legislative intent, we
must | ook at the history, scope, context, subject matter, and

object of the statute. ld.; In re Kyle S.-G, 194 Ws. 2d at

371.

112 W therefore turn to the |anguage of Ws. Stat.
8§ 236.13(1)(c), to determne whether it clearly sets forth the
intent of the |egislature. Section 236.13(1)(c) provides in
pertinent part: “Approval of the prelimnary or final plat shal
be conditioned upon conpliance with . . . [a]ny local master plan
which is consistent with any . . . official nap adopted under
S. 62.23.”7 The parties dispute the neaning of “consistent” in

8§ 236.13(1)(c). Lake City contends that any portion of a master

8 However, this general rule of statutory construction does not

apply to technical words and phrases that have a peculiar
meani ng. See State v. Martin, 162 Ws. 2d 883, 904, 470 N W 2d
900 (1991).
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plan that deals with issues not covered by an official map is
inconsistent wwth the official map. Under this interpretation, a
city plan comm ssion may deny plat approval based upon an el enent
contained in a master plan only if such elenent is simlarly
contained in an official map.

113 Mequon clainms that Lake City's proposed interpretation
of Ws. Stat. § 236.13(1)(c) renders the words “master plan”
superfluous. Mequon further contends that “[i]f the |egislature
had intended that only issues addressed in an official map could
form the basis of a denial of a plat, then it need have only
referenced the '"official map' in Section 236.13(1)(c), Stats.”
(Petitioner's brief at 9.) Accordingly, Mequon asserts that this
court nust interpret “consistent” in 8 236.13(1)(c) as requiring
that any issues addressed in both a master plan and an officia
map are not "otherw se inconsistent." (Petitioner's brief at 10.)

If this requirenment is nmet, Mequon clains that a master plan is
consistent wwth an official map even if the master plan addresses
i ssues not contained in the official map.

114 We agree with Mequon's interpretation of the plain
| anguage of Ws. Stat. 8§ 236.13(1)(c). The word “consistent,”
according to common and approved usage, neans “[i]n agreenent;

conpatible.” The Anerican Heritage Dictionary 402 (3d ed.

1992) . ° In other words, “consistent” neans “not contradictory."

Under a common sense application of this definition to the
present case, a nmaster plan is consistent with an official map if
they share comon el enents, neaning that any elenents addressed

by both the master plan and official map are in agreenent.

° The legislature did not define the word "consistent” in Ws.
Stat. § 236. 13.
7
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15 However, it does not necessarily follow that a master
plan is inconsistent wth an official map if the master plan
contains elenents that the official nmap does not. A nmaster plan,
pursuant to Ws. Stat. 8 62.23(2), is likely to contain
additional elements.’ Yet, a master plan is not inconpatible
with an official map sinply because the master plan contains
addi tional elenents. So long as any issues addressed in both a
master plan and an official map are not contradictory, the master
plan is consistent with the official map.

16 W additionally accept Mequon's interpretation because
it gives effect to the words “master plan” in Ws. Stat.
8§ 236.13(1)(c), whereas Lake City's interpretation does not.
Under Lake City's interpretation, a plan comm ssion can rely on a
master plan only to the limted extent that it reflects issues

contained in an official nap. Accordingly, the words "naster

0 An official map may show only streets, highways, historic

districts, parkways, parks, playgrounds, the |location of railroad

ri ghts-of-way, waterways and public transit facilities. Ws.

Stat. 8§ 62.23(6)(b).

However, under 8§ 62.23(2), a master plan:
[May include, anong other things without limtation
because of enuneration, the general |ocation, character
and extent of streets, highways, freeways, street
grades, roadways, walks, bridges, viaducts, parking
areas, tunnels, public places and areas, par ks,
par kways, playgrounds, sites for public buildings and

structures, airports, pierhead and bulkhead Iines,
wat erways, routes for railroads and buses, historic
districts, and the general Ilocation and extent of

sewers, water conduits and other public wutilities
whet her privately or publicly owned, the acceptance,
wi deni ng, narrowi ng, extension, relocation, renoval,
vacation, abandonnment or change of use of any of the
foregoing public ways, gr ounds, pl aces, spaces,
bui | di ngs, properties, utilities, routes or termnals,
t he general |ocation, character and extent of community
centers and nei ghborhood units, the general character,
extent and layout of the replanning of blighted
districts and slum areas, and a conprehensive zoning
pl an.

Ws. Stat. § 62.23 (enphasig added) .
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pl an" are rendered superfluous, because the master plan serves as
nothing nore than a conduit to the official nmap. If the
| egi sl ature had intended such a result, it need not have included
the words "master plan" in the statute; it could have sinply
i ncluded the words "official map."

117 We further reject Lake City's proffered interpretation
because it leads to an illogical result. Under Ws. Stat.
8§ 236.11, a final plat is entitled to approval only if it
"conforns substantially . . . to local plans . . . adopted as

"1 The reference in § 236.11 to |ocal

aut hori zed by |aw .
(master) plans is not qualified by reference to an official map.
Accordingly, if we were to accept Lake City's interpretation,
this would result in the followng: wunder 8§ 236.11 a plan
comm ssi on woul d have authority to deny final plat approval based
on any elenent contained in a master plan, whereas under
8§ 236.13(1)(c) it would have authority to deny prelimnary plat
approval based on an elenment contained in a master plan only if
the element was simlarly contained in an official map. Not only
is this result absurd, but it also directly contradicts
8§ 236.13(1)(c). Section 236.13(1)(c) explicitly applies to
prelimnary and final plats, and therefore indicates that a plan

comm ssion's authority to review both prelimnary and final plats

under ch. 236 should be substantially simlar.

T "when nultiple statutes are contained in the same chapter and
assist in inplenmenting the chapter's goals and policy, the
statutes should be read in pari materia and harnoni zed if

possible.” 1In re Angel Lace M, 184 Ws. 2d 492, 512, 516 N w2ad
678 (quoting Inre RWS., 162 Ws. 2d 862, 871, 471 N W2d 16

(1991)). "In pari materia" refers to statutes that deal wth the
sanme subject matter or have the sane common purpose. |d. at 512

n.13. Sections 236.11 and 236.13(1)(c) both deal with plat
approval, and therefore should be construed together.
9
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118 Application of Lake City's interpretation would lead to
an additional illogical result. Pursuant to Ws. Stat.
88 62.23(2), (3), and (6)(b), a city is not required to have an
official map, nor is a nunicipality prohibited from having a
master plan in the absence of an official map. Under Lake Gty's
interpretation of Ws. Stat. § 236.13(1)(c), if a nunicipality
has only a master plan, then the master plan could never serve as
the basis for the denial of prelimnary plat approval, since none
of the issues addressed in the master plan would be simlarly
addressed in the (non-existent) official map. Therefore, in
these circunstances, 8 236.13(1)(c) would be rendered a nullity.

Again, this result defies comobn sense, because the plan
comm ssion could then deny final plat approval based upon any
el ement contained in the master plan under Ws. Stat. 8§ 236.11

119 W also conclude that |anguage in Reynolds supports
Mequon' s interpretation of Ws. St at. 8§ 236.13(1)(c).
Specifically, the court stated: "No such [master] plan existed in
the instant case. Had there been one, only [the village of]
Butler would have had authority to use it as a basis for
di sapproval of the plat." Reynol ds, 109 Ws. 2d at 63. The
Reynol ds court therefore indicated that where a | ocal master plan
exists, a municipality has the authority to rely on it to deny
pl at approval . *?

120 Finally, we <conclude that the 1957 interpretive

coment ary to W s. St at . 8§ 236.13 supports Mequon' s

2 W agree with Lake City and the court of appeals that the

i ssue the Reynol ds court addressed was what entity had the

authority to rely on the master plan % the village or the county
park conm ssion. Nonetheless, the Reynolds court's statenent
supports the assertion that where a lTocal master plan exists, a
muni ci pality may use it as a basis to deny plat approval.

10
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interpretation of this statute. The interpretive commentary
states: "The master plan standing alone has no |legal teeth. But
for plat approval purposes 236.13(1) puts legal teeth into the
relatively few master plans that do exist in this state.” Jacob
H. Beuschler, Interpretive Commentary [1957], Ws. Stat. Ann.
§ 236.13 (West 1987 & Supp. 1996).*° Mequon's interpretation is
consistent with the legislature's intent to put "legal teeth"
into master plans, because it allows city plan commssions to
continue to rely on master plans to deny plat approval.

21 The court of appeals concluded that this interpretive
coormentary is no l|longer persuasive in light of the 1979-80
amendnent to Ws. Stat. 8§ 236.13(1)(c). |In particular, the court
of appeals determned that, by recreating 8 236.13(1)(c) in 1955,
the legislature intended to provide plan commi ssions with the
power to give nmaster plans equal weight wth ordinances or

official maps when reviewing a plat. Lake City Corp., 199 Ws.

2d at 362. However, the court of appeals further determ ned

t hat :

[ TIwenty vyears later, as master plans becane nore
common, the dynamics of the equation changed and the
| egi slature apparently reasoned that the total risk to
| andowners and developers no |onger outweighed the
benefits. VWhatever, the statute was nodified to
elimnate any chance that a plan comm ssion could use
its master plan in this manner.

Id. at 362-63. We have reviewed the legislative history of the
1979-80 anendnent, and conclude that although the text of the

anendnent standi ng al one arguably supports the court of appeals’

13 The interpretive coomentary to Ws. Stat. § 236.13 was cited

wi th approval by this court in State ex rel. Colunbia Corp. v.
Town Board of the Town of Pacific, 92 Ws. 2d 767, 286 N.W2d 130
(C. App. 1979).

11
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determ nation, the bill drafting file indicates that the
| egislature did not intend to drastically revise 8 236.13(1)(c).

22 Chapter 236 was repealed and recreated by section 4,

chapter 570, Laws of 1955. Ws. Stat. § 236.13(1)(c), as
recreated in 1955, provided: "Approval of the prelimnary or
final plat shall be conditioned upon conpliance with . . . any
| ocal master plan or official mp." In 1979, Representative

Jonat han Barry introduced 1979 Assenbly Bill 885, which proposed

to revise 8 236.13(1)(c) in the follow ng manner: " Approval of
the prelimnary or final plat shall be conditioned upon
conpliance with . . . [a]ny |ocal nmaster plan which is consistent

with any plan adopted under s. 236.46 or official map adopted
under s. 62.23." In his drafting request, Rep. Barry indicated:
"In s. 236.13(1)(c) include reference to s. 236.46 and 62.23."
In addition, an analysis by the Legislative Reference Bureau
("LRB") stated: "The bill nakes clear that a plat is subject to
approval by a nmunicipality which has adopted an official map only
if the official mp is adopted according to the statutory
procedure.” Neither Rep. Barry nor the LRB expl ained the neaning
of the "consistent with" |anguage that is the crux of this case.

| nstead, these comments indicate that Rep. Barry intended only
to make it clear that in order for a plan commssion to deny
approval based on a master plan or official map, the plan or map
must be properly adopted under the appropriate state | aw.

123 Although Rep. Barry may have intended the changes to be
mnor, it appears that the proposed anendnent becane nore
conplicated and confused throughout the drafting process in the
| egi slature. In another docunent contained in the drafting file,

soneone wote "what does this nean?" above Rep. Barry's proposed
12
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revision to Ws. Stat. 8§ 236.13(1)(c). Most likely in response
to such confusion, Rep. Barry offered a clarifying anendnent to
his original bill, which proposed to change the I|anguage as
follows: "Approval of the prelimnary or final plat shall be
conditioned wupon conpliance wth .. . local plans and
ordi nances adopted as authorized by |law. " See Assenbly Anmendnment
3 to 1979 Assenbly Bill 885.

124 However, this portion of Assenbly Anmendnent 3 was
superseded by Senate Anmendnent 2, in which the legislature
adopt ed the consistency | anguage of Ws. Stat. 8 236.13(1)(c) as
it appears today. Accordingly, it appears that the legislature
considered several versions of the anendnent, including this
separate version that required the master plan to be "consistent
with" an official map. Nothing in the drafting file indicates
the legislature's reasoning for adopting the "consistent wth"
| anguage of Senate Anmendnent 2. Nonet hel ess, we consider it
relevant that the drafting file does not indicate that the
| egi sl ature intended, by adopting Senate Amendnent 2, to reduce
drastically the power of plan comm ssions to rely on master plans
when denyi ng plat approval. Thus, in the absence of anything to
the contrary, we conclude that the legislature did not intend to
pull the legal teeth out of master plans. W therefore consider
the 1957 interpretive comentary to be persuasive, and in support
of our interpretation of the "consistent with" |anguage of Ws.

Stat. § 236.13(1)(c).

13
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125 Lake City argues that Mequon's interpretation of Ws.
Stat. 8§ 236.13(1)(c) ignores the basic legal distinction between
enacted legislation and an adm ni strative recomendati on. Lake
Cty contends that “the zoning ordinance, the |egislation enacted
after recomendations, notice and public hearings, nust control
over the master plan, an admnistrative planning tool.”
(Respondent's brief at 14.) We have carefully considered this
argunent and conclude that it is not persuasive here.

126 Lake City correctly points out that the adoption of a
master plan is an admnistrative function of a city plan

comm ssion, Heider v. Common Council of Wauwatosa, 37 Ws. 2d

466, 476, 155 N.w2d 17 (1967), whereas adoption of zoning

ordinances is a legislative function. Buhler v. Racine County, 33

Ws. 2d 137, 146, 146 N.W2d 403 (1966). However, this does not
necessarily nmean that zoning ordi nances nust always prevail over
mast er plans when the two are inconsistent.

127 In Chapter 236, the | egislature has del egated the power

to approve subdivision plats to nunicipalities. Town of Sun

Prairie v. Storns, 110 Ws. 2d 58, 61, 327 N W2d 642 (1983)

(citing Mequon v. Lake Estates Co., 52 Ws. 2d 765, 773, 190

N.W2d 912 (1971)) (hereinafter "Storns"). The | egislature has
specified the extent of such authority in ch. 236. In
particul ar, the legislature has given nunicipalities the
discretion to delegate their plat approval power to city plan
comm ssions. Ws. Stat. 8§ 236.10(3). Where a municipality has
del egated such power, as is the case here, the city plan

commi ssion has the power to deny plat approval based on an

14
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el enent contained in a nmaster plan  under Ws. St at.
§ 236.13(1)(c).

128 However, in Ws. Stat. 8 236.13(1)(c), the legislature
did not indicate that a plan commssion's ability to rely on a
master plan is limted by zoning ordinances. |If the legislature
had intended this, it could have easily qualified the |anguage in
8 236.13(1)(c) by requiring that a master plan be consistent with

zoni ng ordinances in order to serve as a basis for denial of plat

approval . It is clear that the |legislature knew how to
acconplish this goal, since it included simlar qualifying
language in this very same statute. See § 236.13(1)(c).™

Furthernore, the legislature also has specified that its grant of
zoning power to city councils "may not be deened a l[imtation on
any power granted elsewhere.” Ws. Stat. 8 62.23(7)(a). Thus,
because the statutes do not indicate that the legislature
intended zoning ordinances to |imt a city plan conmssion's
authority to deny plat approval based on a master plan, we are
not persuaded by Lake City's argunent.

129 This, however, does not nean that a plan comm ssion has
extra-legislative power to override the comon council. M ni mum
| ot size, which is at issue here, is an area of shared power that
may be regulated by a nunicipality through its authority under
ch. 236, or through the enactnent of zoning ordi nances by the
appl i cable zoning authority. Specifically, in Stornms, this court
rejected the argunent that a nunicipality may not regulate

m nimum | ot size under Ws. Stat. 8§ 236.45 because only zoning

Y In Ws. Stat. § 236.13(1)(c), the legislature clearly
provided that, in order to serve as a basis for denial of plat
approval, a master plan nust be "consistent with any plan adopted
under s. 236.46 or official map adopted under s. 62.23."
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authorities may regulate this area.®™ 110 Ws. 2d at 67.

Instead, the court found that =zoning and subdividing are
conpl ementary | and planning devices. 1d. at 68. As the Storns
court stated: "The fact that mnimum l|lot size may also be
regul at ed by zoni ng ordi nances does not detract fromthe power of
| ocal governnments to exercise such power pursuant to ch. 236.,

Stats." 1d. at 69. The court further specified:

Zoning regulations and subdivision controls are not
only adopted and adm ni stered by separate agencies, but
are authorized by separate enabling acts which may be
unlike in their requi renents for enact ment of
regulations and their procedure for enforcenent or
relief. Thus, the authority of the agency assigned to
plat review my not be Ilimted by the zoning
regul ati ons.

Id. (quoting 4 Anderson, Anerican Law of Zoning, § 23.21 at 90

(2d ed. 1977)) (enphasis added). Accordingly, the court held
that "[a]s long as the regulation is authorized by and wthin the
purposes of ch. 236, the fact that it may also fall wunder the
zoni ng power does not preclude a |ocal governnent from enacting
the regulation pursuant to the conditions and procedures of ch.
236." 1d. at 70-71. Thus, as the Stornms court decided, in the
area of mnimm lot size regulation, the power of a plan
conmmi ssion which is authorized to review plats is not limted or
detracted by zoning regul ati ons.

130 Lastly, we concl ude t hat Cordi e Boucher IS

di stingui shable, and therefore does not support the proposition

that zoning ordinances nust prevail in this case. In Cordie

5 Al'though the Storms court considered whether a nmunicipality

has the authority to adopt an ordi nance regul ating m ni num | ot
size under Ws. Stat. 8§ 236.45, the court's discussion of the
authority of planning agencies to regulate m ninum|l ot size under
ch. 236 is nonethel ess persuasive here. This case deals wth the
simlar issue of whether a planning agency has the power to
regulate mnimum /|l ot size under Ws. Stat. 8 236.13(1)(c) through
reliance on a master plan.
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Boucher, the court of appeals held that the plan comm ssion of
Madi son exceeded its jurisdiction when it conditioned approval of
plaintiff's certified survey map ("CSM') on conpliance with an
el ement contained in Madison's master plan. 178 Ws. 2d at 80.

However, the property at issue in Gordie Boucher was |ocated

outside of «city limts, in Mdison's extraterritorial plat
approval jurisdiction. 1d. at 80-82. Therefore, regulation of
such land involved not only the planning and zoning authority of
the city of Madison, but also the planning and zoning authority
of the <cities and towns wthin Madison's extraterritorial
pl anning jurisdiction and the Dane County Board of Supervisors.

Id. at 87. In addition, regulation of this property involved
Ws. Stat. 8§ 59.97, the county planning and zoning enabling
statute, Ws. Stat. 8 62.23(7a), the Extraterritorial Zoning
Enabling Act, and Ws. Stat. § 236.13.%° Id. This is
di stingui shable from the present case, which involves |and
| ocated within Mequon's city limts, and therefore inplicates
only Mequon's zoning ordinances and Mequon's master plan.

Accordingly, this case does not require us to balance the
authority of a county and several nunicipalities, nor does it

require us to harnmonize ch. 236 with other planning and zoning

enabling acts, as was the situation in Gordie Boucher. e

therefore conclude that Gordi e Boucher is not persuasive here.

' Under 88 62.23(7a) and (c), a city's comon council may
enact an extraterritorial zoning ordinance, provided that it is
approved by a majority of the extraterritorial zoning conmmttee,
which is conprised of representatives of the city plan comm ssion
and the affected cities and towns. Gordi e Boucher Lincoln-
Mercury Madison, Inc. v. Gty of Madison Plan Conmin, 178 Ws. 2d
74, 88, 503 NW2ad 265 (C. App.), review denied, 508 N.W2d 421
(1993). Madi son had not enacted such an ordinance. 1d. at 88.
Accordingly, the land was covered by a Dane County ordi nance
which permtted plaintiff's proposed use.
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131 In sunmmary, we hold that Ws. Stat. 8§ 236.13(1)(c)

authorizes a city plan conm ssion to deny approval of a plat that
conflicts with a local nmaster plan, so long as any common
el ements contained in both the master plan and official map are
not contradictory. We further conclude that a master plan is
consistent with an official map even if the master plan contains
additional elenents that the official map does not. W therefore
hold that a city plan comm ssion may rely on an el enent contai ned
solely in a nmaster plan to reject plat approval. Applying this
hol ding to the present case, we conclude that the Pl an Conm ssion
had the authority to deny approval of Lake Cty's proposed
prelimnary plat, because this plat conflicted with Mequon's
newly revised master plan. The cause is remanded to the circuit
court for the purpose of reinstatenent of its judgnent

By the Court.3%The decision of the court of appeals is

reversed and cause renanded.
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